I thank the two respondents for their valuable commentaries. With respect, I would counter that the concept of dialectical thinking evoked in my essay is at heart philosophical. Science is obviously an important aspect of this debate, but it can never be the entirety of it. The relationships between the various disciplines involved -medical, legal, law enforcement, the media, and so forth -are complex, with interests often overlapping. While responses to child abuse rely heavily on medical-scientific evidence, ultimately it is a social problem. A recent example may help illuminate this point. The 2012 research by Finnie et al., cited in Alexander's commentary, involved the use of "lamb models" to investigate whether shaking could cause lethal injury in infants. The study caused some controversy in Australia with animal welfare advocates calling it cruel and unethical. Indeed, a statement made by the chief executive of Humane Research Australia seems remarkably prescient: "This study was to prove that shaking does cause injury and death, but I would say common sense says that" (Martin, 2012 ). Yet even putting to one side the very relevant issue of animal welfare, there is little possibility that the work of Finnie et al. (2012) will advance the wider debate because there is an entirely predictable refutation built into their methodology: evidence for a link between shaking and mortality will inevitably be disputed by naysayers on the basis that lambs are not humans.
My paper absolutely does not, as alleged in Alexander's commentary, suggest that in the child abuse community there has been a "step back from the concept of shaking causing serious or fatal injury." Rather, it acknowledges that there has been an important step back from the use of the term "shaken baby syndrome". This semantic distinction is crucial: what is urgently required is a better standard of debate and less disciplinary isolation, particularly in the area of research. I reiterate that this must begin with attempts to address what to date has been a troubling disconnect between the medical-scientific field and law enforcement, legal professionals, and others.
